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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 1 1, 13, 15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,267,155 to Buchanan et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,410,551 to Edwards et al. 

As per claim 1, Buchanan et al. teaches a computer-assisted document generation system 
including a relational database (2, Fig. 1) used to manage document templates as well as store, 
retrieve and manipulate data within the templates (see: column 5, lines 39-50). Buchanan et al. 
further teaches that the templates are created and selected by the user according to the type of 
report needed to accommodate a task (see: column 5, lines 13-17). 

Buchanan et al. fails to teach an error and summary report for a data load comprising the 
steps of: 

(c) verifying that all records to be loaded match the data management template; and 
(e) compiling a report of records that match the data management template and records 
that do not match the data management template. 

Edwards et al. teaches a network verification system including a comparing unit (180, 
Fig. 1) that detects mismatches between two lists of data items, a first list (160, Fig. 1) and a 
second list (170, Fig. 1), also indicating any data item in the first list (160, Fig. 1) which do not 
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have matching data item in the second list (170, Fig. 1) or vice versa and then records them in an 
error report (190, Fig. 1) (see: column 26, lines 38-56). The Examiner considers the step of 
comparing data to included verifying the matched and unmatched data before it is compiled to 
generated an error report. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include 
the error report feature as taught by Edwards et al. within the computer-assisted document 
template system with a relational database as taught by Buchanan et al. with the motivation of 
detecting and preparing a summary report of matched and unmatched data in a database which 
better informs the user of any discrepancy involved with data being stored in the database. 

As per claim 3, Buchanan et al. teaches the claimed records include medical records (see: 
column 7, lines 37-45 and Fig. 1). 

As per claim 5, Buchanan et al. teaches the step of loading the records into a table before 
validation of the records. This feature is met by the relational database comprising a series of 
data structure linked through common fields. Additionally, Buchanan et al. also teach that the 
data structures are presented to user in collection of tables (see: column 5, lines 42-47). 

Claim 7 differs from method claim 1 by reciting a "computer program embodied on a 
computer readable medium..." in the preamble and the recitation of code segments in the body of 
the claim. As per this limitation, Buchanan teaches a computer-assisted system that includes an 
electronic display (14, Fig. 1), data-processing device (16, Fig. 1) and electronic storage device 
(20, Fig. 1) used for storing information within a relational database (2, Fig. 1) (see: column 4, 
lines 14-26). The remainder of claim 7 repeats the limitations of claim 1, and is therefore 
rejected for the same reasons given above for claim 1. 
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As per claims 9 and 11, they are rejected for the same reason set forth in claims 3 and 5, 
respectively. 

Claim 13 differs from method claim 1 by reciting a "system for generating.. in the 
preamble and the recitation of logic in the body of the claim. As per this limitation, Buchanan et 
al. teaches a document generation system using relational database that are implemented using a 
B-tree model and the database manipulation is performed through program calls to executable 
functions provided by a program (see: column 5, lines 52-57). The remainder of claim 13 
repeats the limitations of claim 1, and is therefore rejected for the same reasons given above for 
claim 1. 

As per claims 15 and 17, they are rejected for the same reason set forth in claims 3 and 5, 
respectively. 

Claims 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,267,155 to Buchanan et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,410,551 to Edwards et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,469,576 to Dauerer et al. 

As per claim 2, Buchanan et al and Edwards et al. teaches the claimed steps of separating 
records that match the data management template from records that do not match the data 
management template. This limitation is met by the comparing unit (180, Fig. 1) that detects 
mismatches between all compared data as well as generating reports that include records of the 
matched and unmatched data (see: Edwards: column 26, lines 38-56). 

Buchanan et al. and Edwards et al. fail to teach the claimed sending the records to a user 
station if there are records that do not match the data management template. 
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Dauerer et al. teaches a data processing system that sorts and detected any mismatch data 
in addition to transmitting a plurality of reports to a remote user and these reports are 
distinguishable according to the mismatch data processed (see: column 14, lines 20-26). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include transmitting of reports including mismatch data with the system 
as by Buchanan et al. and Edwards et al. with motivation of providing the user with several error 
reports to ensure that inaccurate information is not being loading into the database. 

As per claim 4, Buchanan et al. and Edwards et al. fail to teach the claimed no records are 
sent to the database if any of the records do not match the data management template. 

Since Dauerer et al. teaches denying access to the system once the detection of invalid or 
duplicate authorization occurs (see: column 4, lines 47-59). The Examiner considers denying of 
access once invalid or duplicate authorization occurs to include record invalidation that basically 
interrupts any further transmission of the records associated with the invalid or mismatched 
information and prevents the storing of the record into database. 

The motivation for combining the teachings of Dauerer et al. with the system of 
Buchanan et al. and Edwards et al. are discussed above in the rejection of claim 2, and 
incorporated herein. 

As per claim 6, Buchanan et al. and Edwards et al. fail to teach the claimed step of 
sending a notification upon detecting a concurrently executing load process. 

Dauerer et al. teaches a data processing system that sorts and detected any mismatch data 
in addition to transmitting a plurality of reports to a remote user and these reports are 
distinguishable according to the mismatch data processed (see: column 14, lines 20-26). The 
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Examiner considers the transmission of reports to a remote user as notification to the user of the 
data that is matched and mismatched as well as the data that is entered and not entered into 
database. 

The motivation for combining the teachings of Dauerer et al. with the system of 
Buchanan et al. and Edwards et al. are discussed above in the rejection of claim 2, and 
incorporated herein. 

As per claims 8, 10 and 12, they are rejected for the same reason set forth in claims 2, 4 
and 6, respectively. 

As per claims 14, 16 and 18, they are rejected for the same reason set forth in claims 2, 4 
and 6, respectively. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

In related art (6,209,004) Taylor discloses method and system using a processor, video 
display and relational database to format, define, generate, maintain, distribute and analyze sets 
of related documents. 

In related art (5,799,073) Fleischer, III et al. teaches an intelligent network application for 
collecting and recording data including an error or exception report. 

In related art (6,434,628) Bowman- Amuah provides a system, method and article of 
manufacture for creating a common interface for exception handling. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert W. Morgan whose telephone number is 703-605-4441. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Mon - Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on 703-305-9588. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-305-7687 for regular 
communications and 703-305-7687 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308-1 113. 
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